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DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS/Invoice Payment Schedule
SUBJECT: Department of Defense Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1996 . . . S. 1087. Stevens motion to table the
Bingaman amendment No. 2394.
ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 62-37
SYNOPSIS: As reported, S. 1087, the Department of Defense Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1996, will appropriate

$242.7 billion for the military functions of the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1996, which is $6.4 billion more the
requested and $2.3 billion less than the fiscal year (FY) 1995 funding level.

The Bingaman amendmentvould strike section 8082, which provides that "Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
Department of Defense shall execute payment in not more than 24 days after receipt of a proper invoice." (Currently ghe De
Department makes payments within 30 days of a receipt of an invoice.)

Debate was limited by unanimous consent. Following debate, Senator Stevens moved to table the Bingaman amend
Generally, those favoring the motion to table opposed the amendment; those opposing the motion to table favored the amenc

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

Requiring the Defense Department to pay its bills in fiscal year 1996 within 24 days of receipt instead of within 30 days me
sense for two reasons. First, many small defense contractors are in great financial difficulty due to the rapid dowrisizihgémat
going on in defense over the past 10 years. As a result, when they are owed money they often need to be paid quickly in or
avoid bankruptcy. The second reason is the same as on the previous amendment--increasing the payment rate will help cor
imbalance between budget authority and outlays that will occur next year. Making the change from 30 days to 24 daysevill inci
fiscal year 1996 outlays by $750 million. There is room under the defense outlay cap for that increase. Our colleagaéthitaim th
is a $750 million spending increase is misleading, though, because that money will be paid in 1997 if it is not paid i 1996.
colleagues want us to "save" $750 million in 1996 by spending it in 1997 instead. If it is spent in 1997, it will be sp Lageé
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outlay cap. That cap is tight; we do not have the excess outlay room under that cap that we have under the 1996 capnWe will th
have to cut other defense programs to make room for that $750 million in outlays. Spending with high outlay rates, Vikmamilitar

will be cut, and spending with low outlay rates, like many procurement programs, will be increased. Thus, if our collghgires get
way, our military priorities will be distorted in 1997 because they were unwilling to require the Defense Department bdlpay its

a little earlier. Under President Bush, the Defense Department was required to pay its bills within 24 days. It changgslito 30 d
1994 under President Clinton as a means of gaining a little more outlay authority in that year. In other words, thegeLisusatain

about using bill payment rates as a means of adjusting outlay levels. Our colleagues claims of "savings" with this amendment ar
absolutely false, plus this amendment would distort future defense priorities. We therefore urge its rejection.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

This bill contains an unjustifiable handout to defense contractors. In both the public and private sector, when an invoice is
received, it is customary to make payment within 30 days. This bill will require the Defense Department to pay its bild within
days instead. The cost next year to the American taxpayers of this change will be $750 million if it is ever enacted autevavy.
we doubt it will, because we suspect that it will be abandoned in conference. Conferees will think of new uses for thdaypscess o
under the 1996 defense cap. This invoice change is not serious; it is a $750 million placeholder. Instead of using thigsthisutlay
manner, we think we should spend the money on social programs. Conferees should not be given a $750 million pot of money to
spend. We hope our colleagues agree, and will join us in opposing the motion to table the Bingaman amendment.



